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Meetings are open to the public, and interested parti s are generally encouraged to make presentations. These meetings sometimes focus on risk management issues, rath r than on the health and environmental assessments submitt d to the Panel, in part because participants making presen tations are not confined to addressing scientific aspect of the Agency's risk assessments.  Equally important in the consideration of nonscientif ic issues has been Congress's decision not to restrict the Panel to a strictly scientific review of the Agencyss risk assessments.  (Th Panel's mandated review responsibilities extend to conte -plated EPA actions that combine both risk assessment and regulatory policy elements.)  Although the rationale for the Panel's creation was to introduce independent scientific review into EPA's deliberations, the mechanism chosen has routinely resulted in the Panel's commenting on the Agencyfs choice of regulatory options. The Agenc has sought to anticipate the Panel's tendency to stray from the scientific issues before it and has attempted t frame specific questions on which comments are requested
The participation of the Panel probably has improved the quality of EPA analyses and added to their credibili y among both environmental and industry groups.  However, expectations of some EPA critics that it would repudiate the Agency's scientific analyses have not been realized. Over the last 5 years, the Panel has agreed with most Agency risk assessments brought before it.  There have been some notable exceptions, such as the Panel's disagreement with the Agency's handling of 2,4,5-T. The endorsement of most Agency assessments and Agency action based on those assessments by the Panel have been extremely helpful in improving Agency credibility and rendered its actions less vulnerable to challenge in administrative or judicial hearings, as with the Panel's support of EPA action on wood preservatives. The Panel1! success can be traced to several causes:  its public deliberations, which may have made it difficult for EPA to ignore its comments? its continuity (until its authorizing legislation expired), which permitted it to understand EPA's approaches and simultaneously strengthened its influence with EPA staff; and the scientific distinction of individual Panel members.
In the case of EPA's decision to suspend use of 2,4,5-T and Silvex (its companion product) for some applications and to hold wide-ranging hearings on other applications, the Panel declined, after 3 days of public meetings, to support the Agency's proposed proceedings.